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Each of the bills would require warning labels and the wording of provisions which wo 

1 1 is specified in the bills. It seems preferable to leave formu ;- 01 * £ t Q { the cigarette Is 

te precise warning required to administrative regulation. ; ® nt ^ ^.i-.-ant experience bu 

_allow for changes through research or technical improve- j “ *T^ zan i ou3 £abeling> 

ments which might, in the course of time, result in a safer cigarette, j ‘ • Act further commend; 
' Such changes might justify a reduced warning or perhaps even »= Xl 've that regulation of 
omission. It is possible that other statements on the package, or m ‘J® SSJution is needed,"shou 
other labeling, or in advertising might serve to negate such a warning. » c l* Pnmmission .ffij i 

however subtly. We would further suggest that specific authority be t^eral Tra^e^ ^ 

• included to prohibit or regulate the use of statements that either ermrificaiit value in control 
negate the warning or, while not clearly doing so and at least not ^*^crnnlrin<? and incur eff 
demonstrably false, might give the consumer the misleading impres- 
that a given cigarette is safer than others, ; ^ 

Both bills provide for a statement as to contents* S. 547 would 
require that each package bear a statement as to the content of each 
“incriminated agent* 5 found in cigarette smoke and S. 559 would re- 
quire a statement as to the average tar and nicotine yield as measured , 

'v by a specified method. At one time, the use of such claims caused 
^ widespread confusion as to the possible healthfulness of one cigarette i 
as opposed to another. WTiile it seems at least plausible that cigare tte^; 
fh lower tar and nicaui ’ ~ 
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with lower tar and nicofine may presentlesser health hazarcs. there 
. is presently no proof that this isToT lhere is some evide nce that 



is presennv no prooi mat mis is mj. . 

Symptoms associated with certain diseases arejess_conun ou jH tlio rc 
7 who use the lower nicotine, lower tar c i£ 2 _r£tj gs t flnd tunher 
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may disclose other agents, or specific tar components, that may oe 
/related to the incidence of serious diseases* J&u l it Vs^exceeairigjyjm- 
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eiatea to tne incidence or serious enseals* i>ui it 
ortant that the consumer be warned that while such a cigarette m ay 

Any statement as to contents should, in our view, be based upon a 
.standardized determination in accordance with regulations, ana 
should be utilized to present meaningful information to the com 
sumer—information which will allow him or her to make an mtelm 
gent choice* We would recommend that, instead of setting forth in 
the statute particular components of tobacco smoke that must be l 
disclosed on the label and the method of determining such ccanponentM 
quantitatively, regulatory authority be provided to decide which par-1 
ticular components of cigarette smoke should be disclosed on ihe label* I 
This authority should also extend to the analytical methods to be. 

used, and the manner in which the information is presented to tne j ri tte ft( irrrtisliiff or cotranei 
consumer. We would further recommend that the regulator agenev ■ stfttc ^ eu t totbeeatn:ttbiit smo . 
be authorized to require the manufacturers to provide the agency with ( .. a <*nin, a large majon 

information as to the ingredients—including additives—of cigarette, disagreed with that 

tobacco. . # , \ agreed with y'* 

Lastly, I should like to touch briefly on the question of the agency or ^ jei ^ t»g v 

es in which these functions should be vested. It is clear, in ' \ t j u , public is 4,1 

if what I have already said, that it would oversimplify the |» J;'-. . ' 
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Lmrette smoking and m our 
itli useful and meaningful 
dividual decisions can be nw 
Our belief is based, m pa<" 
linion conducted during ' 
amber of questions were ^ 
rtain general and speeiUcide; 

jading g of “appropriate remei 

' Preliminary tigures from tnu 
should like to share some of the 
77.7 percent of the peop 1 ® ^ 

igarette smoVIaS Is ^S h °/ g* 

7.5 percent of the people 

ThTgcneral public kn0 ^ s S 
md health. ' . • .r-- j 

60.4 percent of the P^P® 
phrased statement— 

Ctortt. 

a warning label like, C1 *» 

llv the .vav, 62.4 r^rcent o 
version of that statement. V 
the statement ispre.cnte‘1. p 
the publics feelm? J ^^ 
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the following statement : 


agencies 

view of wj>at 1 nave aireauy s:uu, uuu jl «uum ^ t j vi , rt isimr- vV - 

Ti»o consensus ? r0 " > ; 
Mateinert: • . 

an |f4 1 

ri=»retre coiur*!” h .. ir clean 

nas conciuuea, on uaisuicv. m*"- -* . • . ., r .ndnlcoti“ r,n, ° . 

Department, preferably bv way of appropriate tunendments to the : , of the pe°P^ c 9 

Federal Hazardous Labeling Act of which. Mr. Chairman, you are .9.1 percent o . 
the author. This conclusion was reached after consideration of the » , 
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matter, in our opnion. to attempt to spell out the requirements Wylie 
statute itself and dispense altogether with regulatory admiaistration. 
Witli regard to lalielimr regulations of cigarettes, the Department 
has concluded, on balance, that responsibility should be vested in our! 
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Statement of Dr. Luther L. Terry. Surgeon General, Publj c 
"Health Service. House ot Representatives KearlngsT^Tgrgy- 
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labeling, or m advertising do not in any wav serve to negate such a ' mi°n nailul ‘ encv be authorized to r 
warning, however subtly. We would suggest that specific authority f regulatory ^*e\ T ith continuing^ 
be included to prohibit use of statements that either negate the warn- { yi“® a “, ( i- t ‘j ve s in cigarettes. 
ing or. while not clearly doing so and at least not demonstrably false, • including a ^ 4007, and 
might give the consumer the misleading impression that a given I 1 * ; c bacco or other substanc 

cigarette is less hazardous than it actually is or less of a risk than i Wan y ro ,\ OI _ t u n tobacco, and intep 
others. otncr • , beaimed: 

We are also concerned about the fact that three of these bills (H.R. *;;to ’other su - ■• : n f ormft tion aSio 
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whether it is likely to lie neutralized or overcome by the effect of adver¬ 
tising, are questions, that, we believe, can best be resolved on the basis 
? actual experience. • 

The Federal Trade Commission, in its trade regulation rule, has 

S ifically invited interested parties to apply for suspension, modi- 
ion, or abrogation of its rule with respect to advertising of cig¬ 
arettes before its effective date if circumstances have sufficiently 
changed. This could include consideration of the effect of a label 
warning. We do not believe that the public health would be well 
; served by striking from the hands of the Commission the authority 
®veradvertisingthat it asserts. ' 

One of the bills, H.R. 4244, requires a statement of tar and nicotine 
content on the cigarette package. At one time the use of tar and 
nicotine content claims, based on a variety of measurement methods, 
widespread confusion as to the possible healtlifulness of one 
v cigarette as opposed to another. However, there now is a standardized 
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%^& method of measuring tar and nicotine yield which can be duplicated, 
l" .\llbpugjiyro cannot definitely prove that- a reduction of tar and nico- 
tine co ntent, in a cigrii > e77o^^rnV>lvO^\vjJ^^gr^i2iJj_ofWit^v^cTeci^e£^gg^£^ 11It 

[ x:v <‘ V hnzarct. it a reasonable assumption tJinr this would result. There 
ievidence that symptoms associated with certain disea5e?Tare less 
^^^ ^. common in those who use the lower nicotine, lower tar cigarettes, TC.nt 
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v in a verv limited wax, to t 
Advisory Committee report- F’ 
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their health by smoking what they believe to be a less hazardous 
product. For these several reasons, we feel that a statement on the 
package of far and nicotine content based on a standardized deter¬ 
mination would be useful. 

. However, current research concerning the various components of 
cigarette smoke may call for changes in the tar and nicotine statement 
or indicate other components that should be listed on the cigarette 
package. We would recommend that instead of a specific statutory 
requirement for a statement as to particular components of cigarette 
smoke, regulatory authority be provided to decide which particular 
components should be disclosed on the label. This flexibility of au¬ 
thority should also extend to the analytical methods to lx? used and the 
manner in which the information is presented to the consumer. Anv 
statement as to contents should, in our view, be based upon a stand¬ 
ardized determination and should bo utilized to present meaningful 
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